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RECOMMENDATION	  SUBMITTAL	  

	  

DATE:	   May	  14,	  2015	  

TO:	   Catherine	  Payne,	  Chairperson	  
	   State	  Public	  Charter	  School	  Commission	  
	  
FROM:	   Tom	  Hutton,	  Executive	  Director	  

AGENDA	  ITEM:	   Action	  on	  Proposed	  Revisions	  to	  the	  Academic	  Performance	  Framework	  
	  

I. DESCRIPTION	  
	  
Staff	  recommendation	  that	  the	  Commission	  approve	  the	  changes	  to	  the	  Academic	  Performance	  
Framework	  (APF)	  as	  described	  in	  this	  submittal.	  	  
	  
AUTHORITY	  

	  
Pursuant	  to	  Hawaii	  Revised	  Statutes	  	  (“HRS”)	  §302D-‐2,	  “[a]ny	  charter	  school	  holding	  a	  charter	  to	  
operate	  under	  Part	  IV,	  subpart	  D,	  of	  chapter	  302A,	  as	  the	  subpart	  existed	  before	  July	  11,	  2006,	  
and	  any	  charter	  school	  holding	  a	  charter	  to	  operate	  under	  chapter	  302B	  as	  it	  existed	  before	  June	  
19,	  2012,	  shall	  be	  considered	  a	  charter	  school	  for	  the	  purposes	  of	  this	  chapter	  under	  a	  charter	  
contract	  with	  the	  commission	  unless	  the	  charter	  contract	  is	  revoked,	  transferred	  to	  another	  
authorizer,	  or	  not	  renewed,	  or	  the	  charter	  school	  voluntarily	  closes.”	  
	  
HRS	  302D-‐16	  requires	  that	  the	  charter	  contract	  between	  authorizer	  and	  school	  include	  charter	  
school	  performance	  provisions	  based	  on	  academic	  and	  operational	  performance	  indicators,	  
measures,	  and	  metrics	  that	  will	  guide	  the	  authorizer’s	  evaluations	  of	  each	  public	  school.	  	  	  
	  
Section	  4.1.1.	  of	  the	  Charter	  Contract	  provides	  that	  “the	  School’s	  academic	  performance	  under	  
this	  Contract	  shall	  be	  evaluated	  based	  on	  the	  School’s	  record	  of	  performance	  according	  to	  the	  
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State	  accountability	  system	  as	  may	  be	  amended	  from	  time	  to	  time	  consistent	  with	  State	  and	  
Federal	  requirements	  and	  shall	  give	  due	  consideration	  of	  the	  School’s	  performance	  based	  on	  
any	  Commission-‐approved	  school-‐specific	  indicators	  adopted	  by	  the	  School.’	  
	  
Section	  4.1.1	  also	  provides	  that	  “the	  School’s	  academic	  performance	  under	  this	  Contract	  shall	  
be	  evaluated	  based	  on	  the	  School’s	  record	  of	  performance	  according	  to	  the	  State	  accountability	  
system	  as	  may	  be	  amended	  from	  time	  to	  time	  consistent	  with	  State	  and	  federal	  requirements	  
and	  shall	  give	  due	  consideration	  to	  the	  School’s	  performance	  based	  on	  any	  Commission-‐
approved	  school-‐specific	  indicators	  adopted	  by	  the	  School.”	  
	  
Pursuant	  to	  HRS	  302D-‐16,	  “(a)	  The	  performance	  provisions	  within	  the	  charter	  contract	  shall	  be	  
based	  on	  a	  performance	  framework	  that	  clearly	  sets	  forth	  the	  academic	  and	  operational	  
performance	  indicators,	  measures,	  and	  metrics	  that	  will	  guide	  the	  authorizer’s	  evaluations	  of	  
each	  public	  charter	  school.	  	  The	  performance	  framework,	  as	  established	  by	  the	  authorizer,	  shall	  
include	  indicators,	  measures,	  and	  metrics	  for,	  at	  a	  minimum:	  

(1) Student	  academic	  proficiency;	  
(2) Student	  academic	  growth;	  
(3) Achievement	  gaps	  in	  proficiency	  and	  growth	  between	  major	  student	  subgroups;	  
(4) Attendance;	  
(5) Enrollment	  variance;	  	  
(6) Postsecondary	  readiness,	  as	  applicable	  for	  high	  schools;	  
(7) Financial	  performance	  and	  sustainability;	  
(8) Performance	  and	  stewardship,	  including	  compliance	  and	  all	  applicable	  laws,	  rules,	  

and	  terms	  of	  the	  charter	  contract;	  and	  	  
(9) Organizational	  viability	  .	  .	  .	  “	  

	  
II. BACKGROUND	  

	  
After	  the	  first	  year	  of	  APF	  results,	  individual	  charter	  school	  leaders	  and	  Lynn	  Finnegan,	  Executive	  
Director	  of	  the	  Hawaii	  Public	  Charter	  School	  Network,	  provided	  Commission	  staff	  with	  feedback	  and	  
suggestions	  for	  improving	  the	  APF.	  	  Two	  strong	  themes	  emerged	  in	  their	  feedback.	  	  First,	  the	  APF	  
was	  overly	  complicated;	  schools	  had	  difficulty	  understanding	  how	  their	  results	  were	  calculated	  and	  
what	  the	  ratings	  represented.	  	  Second,	  the	  schools	  repeatedly	  expressed	  that	  the	  assigned	  weight	  of	  
the	  high-‐needs	  student	  sub	  group	  criteria	  was	  too	  high.	  	  In	  response,	  the	  Commission’s	  Academic	  
team	  (Beth	  Bulgeron	  and	  Jennifer	  Higaki)	  adopted	  a	  three-‐stage	  process	  for	  addressing	  these	  
problems	  within	  the	  APF.	  	  	  

	  
In	  stage	  one,	  the	  team	  met	  with	  Lynn	  Finnegan	  and	  reviewed	  the	  history	  of	  Commission	  discussions	  
and	  stakeholder	  feedback	  concerning	  the	  current	  APF	  criteria,	  along	  with	  Guiding	  Statements	  that	  
were	  created	  in	  consultation	  with	  NACSA	  and	  approved	  by	  the	  Commission	  at	  the	  General	  Business	  
Meeting	  on	  December	  12,	  2013.	  	  The	  intent	  of	  these	  Guiding	  Statements	  was	  reflected	  in	  the	  
measures	  of	  the	  current	  Academic	  Performance	  Framework	  and	  staff	  wanted	  to	  maintain	  
consistency	  with	  these	  values.	  	  The	  Academic	  team	  and	  Ms.	  Finnegan	  discussed	  solutions	  that	  would	  
address	  stakeholder	  concerns.	  
	  



3	  
 

In	  stage	  two,	  the	  Academic	  Team	  convened	  Commission	  staff	  to	  discuss	  the	  implications	  of	  
proposed	  changes	  and	  policy	  issues	  that	  were	  triggered	  by	  making	  changes	  at	  this	  time.	  	  Staff	  began	  
the	  discussion	  by	  determining	  three	  primary	  purposes	  of	  the	  APF:	  	  

	  
(1) To	  enable	  the	  Commission	  to	  authorize	  high	  quality	  charter	  schools;	  
(2) To	  inform	  schools,	  parents,	  and	  other	  stakeholders	  about	  student	  academic	  

performance;	  and	  	  
(3) To	  identify	  needs	  and	  inform	  the	  allocation	  of	  resources.	  	  

	  
Staff	  concluded	  that	  the	  current	  APF	  provides	  an	  accurate	  measure	  and	  reporting	  of	  a	  school’s	  
performance,	  but	  its	  complexity	  makes	  it	  difficult	  for	  stakeholders	  to	  comprehend	  how	  the	  various	  
components	  of	  academic	  achievement	  make	  up	  the	  APF	  rating.	  	  As	  a	  result,	  staff	  proposes	  revisions	  
to	  the	  APF	  so	  that	  that	  it	  places	  less	  evidence	  on	  high-‐needs	  student	  performance	  and	  reduces	  the	  
complexity	  and	  volatility	  of	  results,	  while	  still	  allowing	  a	  school	  that	  values	  the	  additional	  emphasis	  
on	  high-‐needs	  indicators	  to	  be	  part	  of	  its	  accountability	  framework.	  	  	  	  
	  
Before	  presenting	  this	  proposal	  to	  each	  school,	  staff	  ran	  the	  2013-‐2014	  school	  year	  data	  to	  compare	  
the	  results	  of	  the	  APF	  as	  proposed	  with	  results	  from	  the	  current	  APF.	  	  For	  all	  but	  three	  schools,	  the	  
Academic	  Performance	  Rating	  remained	  the	  same.	  	  For	  one	  school,	  the	  result	  went	  from	  “Does	  Not	  
Meet”	  to	  “Falls	  Far	  Below	  Standard,”	  and	  for	  two	  schools,	  the	  result	  improved	  from	  “Does	  Not	  
Meet”	  to	  “Meets	  Standard.”	  	  
	  
In	  the	  third	  stage,	  between	  February	  23	  and	  April	  10,	  2015,	  staff	  presented	  the	  proposed	  APF	  
changes	  to	  all	  schools	  except	  Halau	  Lokahi	  Charter	  School,	  which	  will	  close	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  current	  
school	  year.	  These	  presentations	  included:	  

(1) An	  in-‐person	  presentation	  at	  the	  February	  23	  Ho‘olako	  Like	  Po‘o	  Professional	  Learning	  
Community	  (PLC)	  meeting	  to	  representatives	  from	  13	  schools.	  

(2) An	  in-‐person	  presentation	  at	  the	  February	  27	  Hawaii	  Public	  Charter	  Schools	  Network	  
meeting	  to	  representatives	  from	  13	  schools.	  

(3) Thirteen	  individual	  school	  director	  presentations	  in	  person	  or	  by	  phone.	  
	  

After	  each	  presentation,	  participants	  were	  asked	  to	  provide	  feedback.	  	  Staff	  received	  feedback	  from	  
32	  participants,	  29	  through	  feedback	  forms	  and	  three	  orally.	  Overall,	  respondents	  were	  very	  
supportive	  of	  the	  proposed	  changes.	  	  Thirty	  of	  the	  32	  participants	  who	  provided	  feedback	  (94%)	  said	  
that	  their	  schools	  would	  support	  the	  proposed	  changes	  to	  the	  APF.	  	  	  
	  
One	  respondent	  (3%)	  was	  unsure	  whether	  his	  school	  would	  support	  the	  proposed	  changes,	  wanting	  
to	  see	  how	  its	  Special	  Education	  students	  (one	  of	  the	  three	  subgroups	  comprising	  the	  high-‐needs	  
student	  population)	  perform	  on	  this	  year’s	  statewide	  standardized	  assessments	  before	  providing	  
feedback.	  	  	  
	  
Another	  respondent	  (3%)	  said	  that	  their	  school	  would	  not	  support	  the	  proposed	  changes.	  However,	  
this	  person	  also	  indicated	  that	  if	  the	  additional	  high-‐needs	  student	  measures	  were	  removed	  from	  
the	  APF,	  their	  school	  would	  want	  to	  propose	  using	  them	  as	  a	  school-‐specific	  measure	  (SSM),	  which	  
is	  explained	  in	  more	  detail	  in	  the	  following	  section	  of	  this	  submittal.	  	  	  
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III. DECISION	  MAKING	  STATEMENT	  	  
	  

The	  current	  APF,	  attached	  as	  Exhibit	  1,	  consists	  of	  Strive	  HI,	  additional	  high-‐needs	  student	  
measures,	  and	  the	  optional	  SSM.	  	  The	  proposed	  APF,	  attached	  as	  Exhibit	  2,	  would	  eliminate	  the	  
additional	  high-‐needs	  student	  measures.	  	  
	  
Currently,	  the	  performance	  of	  high-‐needs	  students	  in	  effect	  accounts	  for	  51.2%	  of	  a	  school’s	  overall	  
APF	  results,	  making	  over	  half	  of	  the	  school’s	  accountability	  dependent	  on	  the	  performance	  of	  these	  
sub-‐groups.	  	  In	  schools	  with	  small	  high-‐needs	  populations,	  this	  can	  result	  in	  volatility	  from	  year	  to	  
year	  since	  such	  as	  large	  percentage	  of	  the	  overall	  school’s	  results	  is	  dependent	  on	  the	  performance	  
of	  a	  small	  number	  of	  students.	  	  	  

	  
Current	  APF	  -‐	  Results	  from	  high-‐needs	  students	  
	  

Proposed	  APF	  -‐	  Results	  from	  high-‐needs	  students	  

	  
51.2%	  

	  
25%	  

	  
Schools	  that	  prefer	  the	  current	  model	  and	  would	  like	  to	  continue	  to	  make	  the	  performance	  of	  high-‐
needs	  students	  count	  so	  heavily	  in	  their	  overall	  school	  accountability	  structure	  effectively	  can	  
replicate	  the	  current	  APF	  by	  proposing	  that	  the	  additional	  high-‐needs	  measures	  be	  approved	  as	  a	  
25%	  SSM.	  	  This	  model	  is	  attached	  as	  Exhibit	  3.	  If	  the	  high-‐needs	  measures	  are	  used	  as	  an	  SSM,	  the	  
result	  would	  be	  43.75%	  of	  the	  school’s	  APF	  would	  focus	  on	  high-‐needs	  measures	  (slightly	  less—
7.5%—than	  the	  current	  APF).	  	  This	  gives	  a	  school	  the	  option,	  if	  it	  aligns	  with	  its	  mission	  and	  goals,	  to	  
emphasize	  the	  performance	  and	  growth	  of	  high-‐needs	  students	  in	  its	  APF	  results.	  	  	  

	  
	  
IV. RECOMMENDATION	  
	  

Moved	  that	  the	  Commission	  approve	  revisions	  to	  the	  Academic	  Performance	  Framework	  as	  
described	  in	  this	  submittal.	  	  
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Exhibit	  1:	  Current	  APF	  
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Exhibit	  2:	  Proposed	  APF	  

	  

	  

	   	  

Proposed(APF(for(201402015(
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Exhibit	  3:	  Proposed	  APF	  with	  SSM	  
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